ABSTRACT: Skeptical theism is a leading response to the evidential argument from evil against the existence of God. Skeptical theists attempt to block the inference from the existence of inscrutable evils (evil for which we can think of no God-justifying reason) to gratuitous evils (evils for which there is no God justifying reason) by insisting that given our cognitive limitations, it wouldn't be surprising if there were God-justifying reasons we can't think of. A well-known objection to skeptical theism is that it opens up a skeptical Pandora's box, generating implausibly wide-ranging forms of skepticism, including skepticism about the external world and past. This paper looks at several responses to this Pandora's box objection, including a popular response devised by Beaudoin and Bergmann. I find that all of the examined responses fail. It appears the Pandora's box objection to skeptical theism still stands.
Skeptical theism is currently one of the most popular 1 theistic responses to the evidential argument from evil, a typical version of which is outlined below.
Let an inscrutable evil be an evil that (even after careful reflection) we can think of no God-justifying reason for God, if he exists, to permit. And let a gratuitous evil be an evil there's no God-justifying reason for God, if he exists, to permit. Then an evidential argument from evil runs:
(1) There are inscrutable evils.
(2) Therefore, probably there are gratuitous evils.
(3) God, if he existed, would not permit gratuitous evils.
(4) Therefore, probably God does not exist.
Skeptical theists challenge the inference from (1) to (2). They maintain our inability to think of a God-justifying reason for an evil does not allow us reasonably to conclude there probably is no such reason. Inferences of this form are often termed 'noseeum' 2 . Noseeum inferences can be sound: the fact that I can't see any elephants in my garage allows me reasonably to conclude there are probably no elephants there. However, I can't reasonably conclude there are probably no insects in my garage given only the fact that I can't spot any (looking in from the street). Given my 1 Proponents of a skeptical theist response to the evidential argument from evil include Alston (1991 Alston ( , 1996 , Bergmann (2001 ), Fitzpatrick (1981 , Howard-Snyder (1996a) , McBrayer and Swenson (2012) , Plantinga (1996) , Segal (2011 ), van Inwagen (1996 , and Wykstra (1984 Wykstra ( , 1996 . 2 After Wykstra (1996) : 'We don't see 'um so they probably ain't there.' perceptual limitations, there might still easily be insects present. The skeptical theist maintains that, given our cognitive limitations, the inference from (1) to (2) is similarly flawed. Michael Bergmann, a leading defender of skeptical theism, puts the objection thus:
The fact that humans can't think of any God-justifying reason for permitting and evil, doesn't make it likely that there are no such reasons; this is because if God existed, God's mind would be far greater than our minds so it wouldn't be surprising if God has reasons we weren't able to think of. Bergmann maintains that, given the truth of ST1-ST4, we are simply in the dark about whether there exist God-justifying reasons to permit the evils we observe. But then the evidential argument from evil fails.
The Pandora's box objection to skeptical theism
Skeptical theism has been criticised on the grounds that it opens up a skeptical Pandora's box, generating forms of skepticism that are implausibly wide-ranging and strong. In particular, it is argued that skeptical theism requires we also embrace skepticism about the external world and the past. So, while the Pandora's Box objection to skeptical theism might yet be successfully dealt with, the Bergmann/Beaudoin response fails.
Relevant disanalogies?
The skeptical theist may insist there's some relevant difference between my situation in Olly's orange and that in which skeptical theists find themselves: a difference that explains why my coming to believe the backstory in Olly's orange generates a defeater for my belief that there's an orange before me, whereas coming to believe the truth of skeptical theism does not. Perhaps there is such a difference: I won't attempt to deal here with every suggestion here that might be made, but I will look at two more obvious suggestions and explain why both fail.
First, consider the suggestion that it is the role of a certain sort of probabilistic mechanism -pulling balls from an urn at random in to determine whether or not to project a deceptive image -that leads us to suppose a defeater is generated in Olly's orange. But then, as no such probabilistic mechanism is employed by God in determining whether or not to give us deceptive experiences, the skeptical theist is not in a relevantly similar situation.
However, in Olly's orange, the urn/ball component of the backstory would seem to be inessential so far as the intuition of defeat is concerned. What generates the intuition of defeat is the fact that I'm in the dark about the probability of it being a real orange rather than a deceptive image that Olly placed on the table. The urn/ball component is included in the backstory to explain why I'm in the dark about that probability, but that component is optional. No explanation of why I'm in the dark about probability need be included. Alternatively, my being in the dark about that probability might be explained by my being in the dark about the probability that Olly has an all-things-considered good reason to place a deceptive image rather than a real orange on the is no deceiver appears Biblically challenged, too.
To conclude this section: there may be some relevant disanalogy between the skeptical theist's position and mine in Olly's orange which explains why, though my belief is defeated in Olly's orange, the skeptical theist's beliefs about the external world are not. However, neither of above suggestions appear to succeed in identifying such a disanalogy.
Externalism and defeat
Finally, I want briefly to anticipate some other responses to the Pandora's box objection -responses grounded in externalist thinking about knowledge and defeat.
Skeptical theism is usually associated with externalist epistemologies on which whether or not a subject is justified and/or warranted in believing that p is determined by factors that may lie beyond the awareness of that subject -factors such as whether the belief was formed in a reliable way and/or via properly functioning faculties. Externalists typically allow that a subject's beliefs may be justified/warranted even if they lack information about whether such conditions are satisfied. Externalists may be right about that.
However, from the supposed fact that you do not need information about the reliability of your faculties in order to have knowledge or justified belief about the world, it does not follow that the acquisition of such information cannot affect what you know or are justified in believing about the world. Indeed, many externalists, Bergmann included, allow that if a subject comes to possess information that their belief was formed in an unreliable way, then their belief may be defeated (Bergmann 1997: 405-6 But then similarly, if skeptical theism has the consequence that Sarah should, on reflection, consider her belief about the orange defeated, then she shouldn't suppose she commonsensically knows there's an orange before her either. Sarah should be skeptical about her orange. And, given his skeptical theism, Bergmann should be skeptical about his.
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Here's a second suggestion as to how their externalism might allow skeptical theists to deal with the Pandora's box objection. When introducing the notion of defeat above, I mentioned that we might question the reliability of our intuitions with respect to widget and other cases in which it's usually supposed that an undercutting defeater has been generated. Maria Lasonen Aarnio argues that externalists should take 5 In fact, there's a prima facie case for saying, not just that Bergmann shouldn't consider himself commonsensically to know there an orange present, but also that he doesn't know there's orange present. In Justification Without Awareness (2006) Bergmann considers a case where he supposes a subject, Jill, clearly should consider her belief defeated given her background knowledge. Jill bets her brother that both their parents are out of town that day given what she's been told by a reputable source. Jill knows that if she wins she gets $300 that will enable her to buy a bike. Jill and her brother now see both parents walk in, yet Jill continues to believe she'll be able to buy that bike. Bergmann observes that Jill fails 'to put two and two together' in the way she should. He concludes that while Jill's belief is not defeated, neither is it known. This is because, on Bergmann's view, Jill's 'defeater system is not functioning properly ' (2006: 171) , this being another Bergmannian condition on knowledge. Someone like Jill should, in a case like this, 'put two and two together'. The proponent of the Pandora's box objection will presumably point out that Bergmann's own defeater system would appear not to be functioning properly if Bergmann similarly fails to 'put two and two together' and conclude that his perceptually grounded belief that there's an orange before him is defeated given his skeptical theism has the consequence that he's in the dark about whether God has an all-thingsconsidered good reason to deceive Bergmann about that orange. Our critic will insist Bergmann should suppose his belief is defeated given his acceptance of skeptical theism in just the same way that I should consider my belief there's an orange before me is defeated given I accept the backstory about Olly and his urn. Bergmann may insist there is some relevant disanalogy between his situation and mine in Olly's Orange, but the onus is presumably now on Bergmann to explain what the disanalogy is. There is at least a prima facie case here for saying Bergmann does not know there's an orange before him. However, see my final comments re Lasonen Aarnio on defeat. (2010) 2) Consider, for example, the rule or method of belief formation that tells you to believe that p when you see that p even in the presence of good evidence for thinking that your senses are not to be trusted. This method is, in a sense, good, in that if you follow it, beliefs obtained as a result will be safe (for, given you can see that p only if p is true, the policy can't produce a false belief).
However, the above method is epistemically a bad method to adopt, suggests Lasonen Aarnio, because adopting it results in a bad disposition.
Lasonen Aarnio notes that a 'subject who adopts this method is also disposed to believe p when she merely seems to see that p in the presence of evidence for thinking that her senses are not to be trusted ' (2010, 14 my italics In short, I
do not yet see how the resources provided by epistemic externalism allow a skeptical theist like Bergmann to deal effectively with the Pandora's box objection.
Conclusion
Bergmann attempts to deal with the Pandora's box objection to skeptical theism by appealing to commonsensism and the thought that beliefs grounded in simple perceptual experience and memory provide us with a secure basis from which we may then establish that God lacks an allthings-considered good reason to deceive us about such things. I have explained why, as it stands, that particular solution fails. I then examined a number of other suggestions as to how the skeptical theist might deal with the Pandora's box objection -in particular, by appealing to (i) God's moral perfection, and/or (ii) externalist thinking about defeat. None of the examined suggestions prove successful. It seems to me that, currently, there is no satisfactory skeptical theist response to the Pandora's box objection.
